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Abstract
Self-regulated learning is comprised of motivation, cognition, and metacognition. This
study aimed to improve eighth grade social studies students’ self-regulated learning and
academic performance through the implementation of an intervention in the social studies
curriculum. The intervention centered on exposing students to the different dimensions of
metacognition (i.e., comprehending and being able to control one’s own cognitive processes)
based on research findings that showed a link between metacognition and academic performance
(Dignath & Büttner, 2008; Kistner et al., 2010). The intervention was designed to foster the
students’ knowledge and use of metacognitive strategies through group work and cognitive
discussions based on the research by Paris and Paris (2001). Four eighth-grade history sections
taught by one teacher and two sections taught by a second teacher participated in the study.
Three sections were randomly assigned to the intervention group and the other three to the
control group. All students completed pre- and post-testing qualitative and quantitative measures
of metacognition. In addition, student performance was evaluated in terms of overall changes in
grades from the first to third marking period. As predicted, the experimental group showed an
increase in metacognition assessed through qualitative and quantitative measures. There was no
effect of the intervention on student performance; however, both the qualitative and quantitative
measures of metacognition were positively correlated with course grades.
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Introduction
Self-Regulated Learning
The concept of self-regulated learning, as defined by Schraw, Crippen, and Hartley
(2006), is the ability to understand and control one’s learning processes and environments. They
explain that self-regulated learning is comprised of three main components, cognition,
metacognition, and motivation. Cognition entails the use of cognitive strategies, problem
solving, and critical thinking. Metacognition consists of two main subcategories, knowledge of
cognition (i.e., declarative, procedural, and conditional) and regulation of cognition (i.e.,
planning, monitoring, and evaluating). The final component, motivation, refers to beliefs about
one’s intelligence. Cognition and metacognition are theorized to have a bidirectional relationship
with motivation because meaningful cognitive acts have motivational outcomes, which then
further encourage self-regulatory behaviors (Borkowski, 1992). Therefore, over time students are
able to both enjoy learning and to develop an incremental view of intelligence, indicating they
believe their actions have the potential to lead to an enhancement in their own learning.
In order to put theory into practice, Pintrich and DeGroot (1990) conducted a study of
seventh graders from both science and english classes in order to measure the relationship
between the three components of self-regulated learning and academic performance. They found
that improvement in academic performance was correlated with instruction of cognitive and selfregulated learning strategies. Furthermore, they found that self-regulated learning is the best
predictor of academic performance and is essential for classroom learning. Two decades later,
Kistner (2010) conducted a study of ninth grade mathematics students in Germany and also
found that instruction of self-regulated learning leads to a gain in academic performance.
Further research supporting the multidimensionality of self-regulated learning, done by
Paris and Paris (2001), links the use of cognitive strategies, metacognition, motivation, and task
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engagement to classroom practices and curriculum. They found that all of the factors involved in
the process of self-regulated learning must work together in order to develop effective learning
strategies in the classroom. Cleary and Zimmerman (2004) continued to advance this research
when they found students must be taught learning strategies in a cyclical manner in order to
develop into successful self-regulated learners.
Ambrose, Bridges, Lovett, Dipietro, and Norman (2010) developed a theory of selfregulated learning aimed to help students attain an accurate assessment of their learning across
various disciplines in order to ultimately improve their academic performance. They developed a
five-step model of self-regulated learning, which consists of students’ ability to; a) assess the
task, b) evaluate their strengths and weaknesses, c) plan, d) apply strategies and monitor their
performance, and e) reflect and adjust if necessary after the task has been completed. Assessing
the task entails accurately understanding the purpose or the goal of the assignment. Students tend
to incorrectly assess a task, as they do not necessarily read an assignment carefully or they
assume they understand what the assignment is asking for without assessing that understanding.
Prior to beginning an assignment, students must receive feedback to assure they have assessed
the task accurately. For the second step, students often have unrealistic evaluations of their
knowledge and skill in regards to a specific task. The ability to accurately self-assess one’s
knowledge and skills leads to the correct use of learning strategies, which in turn leads to
positive outcomes on various tasks. Planning decreases the time it takes to complete a task and
improves the quality of the work being completed. Students either do not acknowledge the need
for planning or ineffectively plan for certain tasks. After planning, students begin the task at
hand by applying strategies to the assignment. Throughout this process, students must monitor
their strategies in order to avoid the use of ineffective strategies. Monitoring one’s performance
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throughout task completion has been shown to result in learning gains. Finally, adjusting and
applying new strategies follows the identification of a faulty strategy use if the learner is
exhibiting true self-regulation. This type of reflection might allow a writer to think about the
perspective of their audience and therefore revise their writing as a result of that insight.
Metacognition
Metacognition is a complex aspect of self-regulated learning that involves the
comprehension and control over one’s own cognitive processes. Flavell (1979) found that
students have limited knowledge about cognitive phenomena and therefore do not spend much
time monitoring and controlling their own cognitive processes, memory, and comprehension
abilities. He developed a model of cognitive monitoring that consists of two main concepts:
metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive experiences. The former is defined as knowledge or
beliefs about factors that impact cognitive operations, whereas the latter involves cognitive
experiences that occur in an intellectual setting. Flavell’s (1979) model has three critical
implications for learning. First, self-monitoring of cognitive processes has the potential to
improve student learning both in and out of school. Second, it is possible to develop
interventions that provide training to increase metacognition. Finally, the incorporation of this
model into a teaching method could help students improve their learning in schools.
Expanding on Flavell’s (1979) definition of metacognition, Paris, Cross, and Lipson
(1984) identified two fundamental aspects of metacognition, knowledge about cognition and
self-directed thinking. Knowledge about cognition is comprised of declarative, procedural, and
conditional knowledge. Declarative knowledge is the knowledge of factual information, whereas
procedural knowledge is the knowledge of how to perform a task. Declarative and procedural
knowledge are not sufficient for the proper application of strategies. Therefore, conditional
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knowledge is necessary for the development of a self-regulated learner because this knowledge
teaches children how, when, and why to use various comprehension strategies. The latter aspect
of metacognition consists of evaluating the difficulty of a task, assessing the strategies that
would be most effective for the task, planning appropriately for task completion, and regulating
one’s ability to follow a set plan and monitor the effectiveness of that plan.
Similarly, Belfiore, and Hornyak (1998) theorize the best learning environment for
academic success is one that fosters students’ ability to self-monitor, reflect on, and modify their
own performance. They emphasize the importance of students engaging in active self-reflection.
This act allows students to develop the necessary skills to understand what was monitored
throughout a task, in order for them to evaluate the outcome of the task compared to the desired
results, and to then adjust by developing a new approach based on the information attained
throughout the reflective process. They suggest the use of journals and portfolios as selfreflective practices that can enhance academic success in the classroom.
Self-Regulated Learning Interventions
The positive link between self-regulated learning and academic performance has
encouraged researchers to find the most effective method of teaching self-regulated learning to
students. A meta-analysis consisting of 51 studies assessed the effectiveness of cognitive
interventions in comparison to metacognitive interventions in improving study skills (Hattie,
Briggs, and Purdie, 1996). They determined that metacognitive interventions address the selfmanagement of learning, which entails planning, applying, and monitoring one’s learning
abilities and knowing how to appropriately apply strategies in a given context. These
interventions are evaluated in contrast to cognitive interventions, which focus solely on
developing task-related skills. Consequently, they found metacognitive interventions are more
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successful when compared to cognitive interventions; the effectiveness of these interventions,
however, was enhanced when taught in combination with motivational support and in an
appropriate learning context. Furthermore, these interventions are most beneficial when
conducted in a classroom setting because teachers are able to assess their students’ strategy use
in order to provide constructive feedback throughout the training process.
Borkowski’s (1992) theory on self-regulated learning hypothesizes that strategy
instruction between the teacher and students must be developed in a unique manner for each
individual student. The teacher’s perception of a student’s progress will determine the rate at
which a student acquires a particular learning strategy and when the student will be able to
engage in the strategy without assistance. Harvey (2002) explored the idea of self-regulated
learning interventions further and found that researchers must collaborate with teachers when
teaching study skills to students to ensure that the strategies being taught are in line with the
specific aspects of the curriculum that are being taught. She also found that when the strategies
being taught are embedded in the classroom curriculum and catered to the individual learning
needs of the students, they are more likely to be maintained over time.
The studies mentioned above highlight how critical the setting for self-regulated learning
interventions are; the content of these particular interventions is also equally important. Paris and
Winograd (2003) reviewed 12 principles of self-regulated learning and found that a lack of
reflection by students leads them to assume they understand the information being taught when
in actuality they do not. They claim it is critical for students to engage in a period of selfappraisal where they reflect and review material after individual activities, opposed to blindly
following a lesson plan without checking for comprehension of the material along the way. They
propose the use of journals and portfolios as the best self-regulated learning assessment tool to
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use when developing interventions. They also suggest the use of goal setting in order for students
to record the goals they meet, as well as keeping track of the grades they receive on class
assignments. Paris and Paris (2001) further stressed the need to eliminate interventions that one
primarily based on the route following of directions. These interventions included didactic
instruction that neglected to teach explanations as to why, how, and when strategies should be
used and instead led to superficial use of strategies in the classroom. Paris and Paris (2001)
found that the most effective interventions emphasize the use of group work, cognitive
discussions, and self-reflection to foster students’ knowledge and use of metacognitive strategies.
These activities give students the opportunity to take initiative over their self-assessment, with
feedback from the instructor and peers, in order to develop the learning strategies that work best
for them in a given context.
More recently, Kistner (2010) studied whether teachers taught self-regulated learning
either implicitly or explicitly and the impact each type of instruction had on their students’
academic performance. Implicit instruction provides students with the opportunity to engage
self-regulatory skills and strategies, but does not inform students about the purpose of the
activity. Explicit instruction allows students to learn and maintain skills and additionally,
explains that an activity is aimed to develop a learning strategy that can help the student’s
performance on different tasks or assignments. Kistner found that most instruction of cognitive,
metacognitive, and motivational strategies was implicit for the 20 teachers he observed, but
when explicit instruction was used, it was associated with higher academic performance.
Dignath and Büttner (2008) conducted a more recent meta-analysis of 74 studies,
assessing the impact various characteristics of successful self-regulated learning interventions
have on the improvement of academic performance, strategy use, and motivation among students
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at both the secondary and primary school level. They found that interventions, when taught at a
secondary level, should be developed based on a specific theory of self-regulated learning that
emphasizes the use of specific metacognitive strategies, rather than focused on improving
student motivation. They also found that interventions are more effective if they are of longer
duration and taught by a researcher rather than the classroom teacher. This showed that the
instruction of metacognitive strategies in isolation does not improve learning outcomes. Selfregulated learning only becomes effective when supplemented by feedback and metacognitive
reflection on one’s own strategy use. It is critical for students to understand the benefit of using
the strategies they are being taught; furthermore, they found that creating a collaborative learning
environment is beneficial in enhancing the reflection process. Their overall conclusion was that
self-regulated learning can be effectively implemented at both the secondary and primary school
level.
Metacognitive Interventions
As previously mentioned, metacognition is a key component of self-regulated learning
that involves the ability to comprehend and control one’s own thinking. Based on this definition,
numerous research studies have been conducted to measure the improvement of students’
metacognitive abilities in the classroom. Cross and Paris (1988) conducted a study with third and
fifth graders, aimed to improve students’ use of learning strategies. They implemented an
experimental curriculum titled Informed Strategies for Learning (ISL) that was designed to help
educate students on the best strategies to use in a given context and how to correctly apply those
strategies. It also included teacher and peer feedback throughout the curriculum. ISL involved
three distinct stages, beginning with the teacher modeling the skills and strategies, then
implementation of guided practice with worksheets, and finally students being taught to apply
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the skills learned to content areas. Cross and Paris found that ISL improved students’ reading
skills in the experimental condition and concluded that direct instruction of metacognition can
result in an improvement of reading performance and awareness skills.
Similarly, Englert, Raphael, Anderson, Anthony, and Stevens (1991) implemented a
metacognitive intervention with fourth and fifth grade students from low socio-economic
backgrounds. The intervention consisted of explicit instruction on effective cognitive strategies
for writing assignments, and emphasized an interactive dialogue between students and teachers
about writing strategies. Students were specifically provided with five strategies to help them
with their writing: Plan, Organize, Write, Edit, and Revise (POWER). They also completed
“think sheets” throughout the writing process. They found the metacognitive intervention
improved the student’s overall writing quality, and that the group discussions among students
and student-teacher discussions were the most effective instructional strategy.
Quantitative and Qualitative Self-Regulation Assessments
Two prominent assessment methods have emerged as valuable measures of selfregulation and metacognition. Several quantitative self-report questionnaires have shown to be
accurate measures of the effects of metacognitive interventions. The Motivated Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) measures the metacognitive abilities of students in relationship
to their motivational beliefs (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1992). Shraw and Dennison
(1994) developed the Metacognition Awareness Inventory (MAI), which was shown to be both a
valid and reliable measure of metacognition for adults. More recently, Sperling, Howard, Miller,
and Murphy (2001) developed the Junior Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (Jr. MAI) in order
to assess the metacognitive abilities exhibited by sixth to ninth graders. This measure contained
eighteen items and was also found to be a reliable measure of metacognition.
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Second, a number of researchers have suggested that qualitative measures are needed to
accurately capture the use of self-regulatory skills among students, as well as the motivational
components underlying the use of self-regulated learning (Borkowski, 1992). Boekaerts and
Corno (2005) examined the use of structured interviews, student work samples, and diary entries.
They suggest that structured interviews allow the students to provide thoughtful answers by
asking critical questions in regards to their cognitive processes. Student work samples may
consist of text passages or written summaries of passages that allow the instructor to see the
learning process of students in order to determine the level of self-regulation that is occurring.
Diary entries written by students are used to describe the daily learning difficulties or strengths
the students are experiencing and can then be coded based on a thematic analysis.
Van Kraayenoord & Paris (1997) conducted a study with third, fourth, and fifth grade
students where their ability to reflect on cognitive and motivational aspects of their schoolwork
was assessed through a 10 item “Worksamples Interview,” which incorporated structured
interviews with student work samples. The interview assessed five components of the students’
self-regulatory abilities by asking them to explain the following: a) The work that was most
difficult for them and the work that they were proud of, b) The identification of work related to
their literacy abilities, c) To show samples of their work that exhibited progress over time, d) To
discuss their attitudes about self-assessment and how they will continue to develop academically,
e) To discuss how they share their work with their parents and their feelings in regards to
feedback from their teachers (Paris and Paris, 2001). The coding criteria used to assess this work
based on a score from 0-to-2 of students’ ability to appropriately reflect on their work was:
0- Student did not assess the dimension or feature addressed by the question; gave an
inappropriate response
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1- Student showed some evaluation of the work sample but included explanations,
reactions, and feelings that were based on the appearance of the work or on
superficial features (e.g., neatness or length of work)
2 - Student was able to evaluate the work sample according to the required feature and
showed some insight about psychological bases for the judgments
To determine the reliability of this coding system, two trained coders individually scored
the student responses to the interviews and exhibited a 97% agreement rate.
In order to determine the benefits and drawbacks of these two assessment methods,
researchers at Trinity College developed a new quantitative and a new qualitative measure of
metacognition. Both measures were aligned with Ambrose et al.’s (2010) five-step model of selfregulated learning and were designed specifically for academic tasks in an eighth grade social
studies classroom. The Metacognition 5 (MC5) is a 35-item self-report measure, with seven
items pertaining to each of the five steps in the model. This measure was first developed in 2013
(Naratil 2013, Howe, 2013) and used for the second time in the current study after undergoing
revisions. The Qualitative Metacognition 5 (Qual-MC5) is a qualitative measure of
metacognition designed specifically for the current study with nine open-response items focused
on the five steps in the model. This measure was developed to assess the active reflection
students experience in regards to their metacognitive abilities. The scoring criteria were
developed based on the research done by van Kraayenoord and Paris (1997). A 0-to-3 scale of
metacognitive abilities was developed by the researchers. The scoring system was:
0- Student did not assess the dimension or feature addressed by the question; gave an
inappropriate response
1- Partial explanation or superficial analysis; not sufficient to demonstrate metacognitive
processes
2- Relevant/reasonable complete response
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3- Complete response with elaboration or a demonstration of multiple metacognitive
strategies

Implications of Research
Self-regulated skills are essential for students to be able to further develop their learning
strategies and to improve their academic performance. However, research has found that the
instruction of cognitive strategies alone (e.g., planning and monitoring) does not improve
performance on academic tasks. Self-regulated learning interventions must be supplemented by
metacognitive reflection and feedback from peers and instructors (Dignath and Büttner, 2008).
Additionally, interventions need to be developed in collaboration with classroom teachers,
pertinent to specific academic content, and conducted in an educational setting (Dignath and
Büttner, 2008).
At present, the most successful self-regulated learning and metacognitive interventions
have been in the areas of math and science. Research on effective interventions implemented in
social studies courses has been absent from the literature. Fortunately, evidence of these
interventions improving tasks related to social studies curricula, which include writing and
reading skills, has been identified in the literature, indicating the possibility of adapting
interventions specifically for social studies (Cross and Paris, 1988; Englert et al., 1991). There
are a variety of methodologies suggested for the implementation of these interventions and some
commonalities can be seen in the research literature, including the use of cognitive discussion,
self-reflection, and feedback from peers and teachers.
In a preliminary study conducted during the 2012 – 2013 academic school year, a nine
session self-regulated learning intervention with eighth grade social studies students based on
Ambrose et al.’s (2010) model was implemented (Howe, 2013). She measured changes in
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metacognitive ability with the Jr. MAI and the MC5 and found no significant improvements after
the intervention. Similarly, she found no improvements in academic performance, as measured
by quarterly grades. These findings suggest that the quantitative measures of metacognition may
not have been sufficiently in line with the Ambrose et al.’s (2010) theory of self-regulated
learning. Conversely, the content of the intervention may not be in line with the metacognitive
activities suggested by the research literature.
Current Study
The current study sought to develop an effective self-regulated learning intervention in
eighth grade social studies classrooms, to improve students’ metacognitive abilities, academic
performance, and beliefs about their own intelligence through explicit instruction on incremental
theories of intelligence. A previously existing self-report measure of metacognition (Jr. MAI)
and a newly developed self-report measure of metacognition (MC5) were used in this study to
measure the effects of the intervention on students’ metacognitive awareness. Since previous
studies using these quantitative measures failed to produce significant findings, this study used a
newly developed open-response qualitative measure of metacognition aligned with Ambrose et
al.’s (2010) five-step model.
The intervention in this study was designed based on extensive review of the literature on
self-regulated learning and metacognition. In line with the research, I also worked closely with
the two classroom teachers from the middle school where the intervention occurred. Through this
collaboration with the teachers, I was able to design the intervention to be aligned with both of
their curricula. The six sessions were based on Ambrose et al.’s (2010) model of self-regulated
learning and emphasized the cyclical manner of the five steps. Five of the sessions were designed
to apply all five steps to an activity relevant to social studies course work. The final session
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focused on showing students how intelligence is a malleable entity by proving a basic
explanation of how the brain is a muscle that can grow and strengthen with time and practice.
The activities used in the intervention involved cognitive discussions, group work, and
constantly demanded reflection from the students and incorporated feedback from the researchinstructor and peers. The intervention aimed to improve the self-regulated learning of the
students, with the ultimate goal of improving their academic performance.
Hypotheses
Based on previous research, four hypotheses were developed for this study:
H1: Students in the experimental group would show an increase in their metacognitive abilities
on the Qualitative MC5
H2: The Qualitative MC5 would positively correlate with all quantitative measures of
metacognition (self-developed and pre-existing).
H3: The Qualitative MC5 would be a positive predictor of grades.
H4: The metacognitive intervention would lead to an increase in course grades across marking
periods.
Methods
Participants.
The participants (N = 129) in this study were eighth grade students from a magnet school
in Hartford, Connecticut. Prior to the commencement of the study, the school’s administration
and teaching staff agreed to participate in the project and were informed of its focus and overall
logistics. In addition, the protocol for this project was approved by the Trinity College
Institutional Review Board. Parents of student participants were provided with a letter detailing
the components of the study, and they provided written consent for their child to participate (see
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Appendix A). Sixty-nine student participants (53.5 percent) identified as female, and 9.3 percent
did not report their sex. All the participants in the study were in eighth grade but they ranged in
age from 12.75 to 15.33 years, for a sample average of 13.46 years (SD = 5.36).
Because magnet schools are public institutions that encourage the enrollment of students
from multiple school districts, the sample of participants in this study was diverse in regards to
their residential and racial/ethnic background. Most students identified as Hispanic (36.5
percent), White (29.6 percent), or Black (19.1 percent). The remaining students identified as
multi-racial (13 percent) or Asian (1.7 percent). The most common hometown listed by
participants was Hartford (39.6 percent), and the rest came from 18 surrounding towns in
Connecticut.
The participants were from six sections of 8th grade social studies classes, four sections
taught by one teacher (Teacher A) and the remaining sections taught by a second teacher
(Teacher B). The classroom size ranged from 18 to 22, for a study-wide average of 20 students
per section. Both teachers were females of the same race and had similar levels of pedagogical
experience. Teacher A had been involved in previous years of the project, while this was the first
time that Teacher B collaborated in a study conducted by the research group.
Measures.
The following measures were administered to all students at the end of the first quarter
marking period (pre-testing) and upon completion of the intervention at the end of the third
quarter marking period (post-testing). The pre-testing and post-testing stages took place over
three different sessions each; all the quantitative measures were evenly split and administered
during the first two days, and the qualitative measure was completed on the third day. The
questionnaires were printed on colored paper and using a font considered to be visually

Running head: SELF-REGULATED LEARNING INTERVENTION

21

appealing to adolescents. All participants were given enough time to complete the entire
questionnaire during each testing session. The social studies teacher and/or research-instructor
were present throughout the testing sessions to supervise and clarify any questions regarding the
measures.
Demographics. The demographic measures consisted of four items, specifically: date of
birth, sex, ethnicity/race, and hometown (see Appendix B). These measures were collected only
at pre-testing.
Junior Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (Jr. MAI). The Jr. MAI was designed by
Sperling et al. (2002) to measure metacognitive knowledge and ability in students from sixth to
ninth grade. The measure consists of 18 self-report items that participants were asked to respond
to on a five-point Likert scale ranging from “Never” to “Always” (see Appendix C). The scores
were determined by finding the average of the eighteen responses. The Jr.MAI had a Cronbach’s
alpha of .85 at pre-testing and .88 at post-testing.
Metacognition 5 (MC5). The MC5 was first developed by Naratil (2013) and Howe
(2013) and was revised for the current study as a measure of adolescents’ metacognitive abilities.
The measure is based on Ambrose et al.’s (2010) five-step model of metacognition. The measure
was developed with age appropriate wording referring to specific academic tasks relevant to
middle school. The instructions asked the students to answer with their social studies class in
mind. The measure consisted of 35 self-report items on a five-point frequency scale ranging from
“Never” to “Always” (see Appendix D). There were seven items pertaining to each one of the
five steps in the metacognitive cycle. The scores were found by determining the average for
each of the participant’s responses on the thirty-five questions. The MC5 had a Cronbach’s alpha
of .91 at both pre- and post-testing.
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Qualitative Metacognition 5 (Qual-MC5). The Qual-MC5 was used in the current study
as a qualitative measure of metacognition for adolescents based on the five-step model of
metacognition (Ambrose et al., 2010). The measure was specifically designed for tasks in an
eighth grade social studies class and consisted of nine open-response questions (e.g., “At the
beginning of a project for your history class, what would you do if you did not understand the
directions?”). There were two items related to “Assess the Task,” two items related to
“Evaluating Strengths and Weaknesses,” three items related to “Planning,” two items related to
“Apply Strategies and Monitor Performance,” and finally one item related to “Reflect and
Adjust” (See Appendix E). The scoring criteria for this measure were developed following the
scoring system created by van Kraayenoord and Paris (1997) in their Worksamples Interviews.
For the Qual-MC5, general scoring guidelines were developed based on a 0-to-3 scale of
metacognitive abilities (e.g., 0 – student did not assess the dimension or feature addressed by the
question; gave no response; gave an inappropriate response; 3 – complete response with
elaboration or a demonstration of multiple strategies). The foundation of the general guidelines
was used to tailor the 0-3 scale to each of the individual questions (see Appendix F).
Performance Measures. The students’ quarterly marking period grades for their social
studies class were collected from both teachers for the first three marking periods.
Procedure.
The intervention was conducted during the 2013-2014 academic school year, over the
course of six in-class sessions ranging from thirty to forty-five minutes. Three of the six sections
of social studies classes were assigned to the experimental condition (Learn 2 Learn), and the
other half were assigned to the control condition (College Knowledge). Two college student
researchers and a college student research assistant (referred to as research-instructors 1, 2, and
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3, respectively) conducted all classroom sessions for both experimental and control conditions
(See Table 1).
Pre-testing measures were administered on three separate occasions to all participants in
mid-October, towards the beginning of their second quarter marking period. The first two days of
testing consisted solely of demographic questions and quantitative paper-and-pencil
questionnaires. Prior to administering the qualitative paper-and-pencil measure during the third
day of testing, the research-instructors introduced themselves and conducted icebreaker activities
with the students. Following the completion of the intervention over a period of seventeen
weeks, post-testing was administered to all participants in mid-March. The post-testing stage was
conducted in the same manner as the pre-testing and was comprised of all the same measures,
with the exception of the demographic questions. After the post-testing stage was finalized, all
participants of the study were taken on a college campus tour at Trinity College.
Pre- and post-testing information and consent forms were kept confidentially in a locked
research laboratory. Additionally, participants were assigned an identification number in order to
protect their identities while processing the data. Throughout the process of data management, all
information was de-identified and entered into an electronic file, which was only accessible to
the researchers.
Treatment Protocol.
The intervention period had a duration of seventeen weeks (excluding pre- and posttesting time), which encompassed a total of six in-class sessions for both experimental and
control groups. During the first session of both treatments, the research-instructors explained to
the students that they were participating in a project conducted by senior college students and
faculty at Trinity College. Both social studies teachers reminded the students that their parents
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had signed permission slips (i.e. consent forms) allowing them to participate in the study. The
sections in the experimental condition (Learn 2 Learn) were told by the research-instructor that
he/she would be coming in on a regular basis to teach them about ways to improve their learning.
The research-instructors teaching the sections of the control condition (College Knowledge)
explained that the purpose of their weekly sessions would be to provide the students with general
insight about college. Teachers A and B, and on a few occasions substitute teachers, were present
throughout all treatment sessions in order to help maintain discipline in the classroom.
Experimental Treatment Sessions
The experimental treatment consisted of individual and group activities, classroom
discussions, and short homework assignments focused on increasing the students’ metacognitive
knowledge and abilities. From the beginning of the intervention the research-instructors
explained that the Learn 2 Learn activities and assignments would not be graded. A point system
was implemented as an incentive for students to complete all activities and worksheets; and if
participants obtained ninety percent of the total points they received a T-shirt after completion of
the post-testing. Furthermore, all students in the experimental treatment received a binder in
order to keep track of the handouts and activities that were completed throughout the
intervention.
Session 1. Because the research-instructors had already introduced themselves and explained
the purpose of the Learn 2 Learn sessions during the pre-testing stage, there was no icebreaker or
introductory activity during the first session. All students were provided with the Learn 2 Learn
binder and were given a couple minutes to personalize it. They were also given a laminated sheet
with a version of Ambrose et al.’s (2010) five step model, which had been graphically modified
and wording-revised to be suitable and appealing to adolescents (see Appendix G). The research-
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instructor gave basic explanations of each step, provided examples relevant to each component,
and prompted students to think about each step throughout the rest of the session.
Next, students were seated in groups of three or four and given a set of instructions for a
“Tower Building Activity” (see Appendix H). All groups were given eight minutes to build the
tallest tower they could out of toothpicks and marshmallows (provided to them), keeping in mind
how they could apply the Learn 2 Learn steps to the activity. After they finished, all groups
filled out a blank model handout (see Appendix I), listing the specific tasks of the activity that
could correspond to the different steps on the laminated sheet. Then, the research-instructors
asked each group to share what they had written for one of the steps, concluding the discussion
with a brief explanation of how applying the steps could have led them to the best strategy (e.g.
using the toothpicks to build triangular bases, as opposed to quadrangular). Lastly, the session
was concluded with an in-class quiz on the Learn 2 Learn steps (see Appendix J). The students
were asked to complete a homework assignment for the following session, which asked them to
explain how they could apply the Learn 2 Learn steps if they had to build a tower strong enough
to hold their empty binder for five seconds, without falling apart, using the same materials (see
Appendix K).
Session 2. For the second session, the research-instructor divided the classroom into groups
of three or four and explained that each group was going to build a tower with the specifications
mentioned in the homework. The students were asked to discuss their homework assignments
with their group and to come up with the best strategy to successfully complete the task. The
same materials were provided and the students were encouraged to cover up their structures in
the construction process in order to prevent other groups from mimicking their strategy. After
eight minutes, all groups were asked to uncover their towers and the research-instructor tested if
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they could hold the binder without falling apart. Upon completion of the activity, the researchinstructor guided a classroom discussion linking the activity to the Learn 2 Learn steps,
prompting the students to think about (1) what the best approach for the task would be, and why,
(2) what had gone wrong throughout the activity, and lastly (3) how they could apply that
information to their schoolwork. In order to foster the students’ understanding of the Learn 2
Learn steps and of their relevancy to the academic setting, they were asked to complete a
homework assignment explaining how they would apply the steps to a particular assignment due
before the following session (see Appendix L).
Session 3. For the third session, the research-instructor handed back the in-class quiz on
the Learn 2 Learn steps and discussed the common mistakes made (e.g., misunderstanding the
difference between the steps “monitor performance and apply strategies” and “reflect and adjust”
because they did not understand that the former is done throughout the task and the latter is done
after the task or assignment has been completed). Second, the students were asked to take out
their homework assignment that was provided to them in the previous session. The researchinstructor wrote the five steps of the Learn 2 Learn model on the board and asked for a student
volunteer to come up to the board for each step and write his/her application of the step to their
homework assignment for their social studies class. The research-instructor then went over what
the students wrote on the board and asked for feedback from the rest of the class to see if they
had written anything different or had any feedback for their classmates. Finally, after discussion
and reflecting on the homework assignment, the research-instructor explained the fact that there
would be a five-week break from the sessions due to Trinity College’s winter break.
Winter Booklet (see Appendix M). At the end of session three, the students were given a
“Winter Booklet” to complete over the break, which had four activities to be completed over the
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course of four weeks in order to keep the information that had been covered in the first three
sessions fresh in their minds. The goal of the first activity was to remind the students that
thinking about your own thinking can improve the outcome of a task. The goal of the second
activity was to ask the students to reflect on a vignette about a college student who exhibited low
levels of metacognition when assigned a paper for class, and the third activity required the same
reflection, except the vignette provided an example of a college student who exhibited high
levels of metacognition. The purpose of the final activity was to have the students reflect on the
strengths and weaknesses both college students exhibited in the previously mentioned vignettes.
The students were asked questions regarding what they would do similarly and what they would
do differently if given the same assignment.
Session 4. For the fourth session, the research-instructor reviewed the activities done in
the Winter Booklet through an interactive discussion prompted by a PowerPoint presentation.
The first component of the discussion asked students to share with the class what they believed
both college students in the vignettes did well, and what they needed to improve on in order to
do well on their paper assignment. The second component asked the students to discuss how the
college student who exhibited high metacognition applied the Learn 2 Learn steps when writing
his paper (e.g., read directions carefully, balanced heavy workload, outlined his paper, made an
outline, and proofread his work).
Finally, the research-instructor provided examples of what made learning hard for
him/her in school, in addition to more general difficulties individuals experience when learning.
The session was concluded with an activity (see Appendix N) that asked students to write one
example of what made learning hardest for them, which would be collected by the researchinstructor.
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Session 5. Based on responses to the activity done in the previous session, the fifth
session was catered to the specific learning difficulties experienced by the students in the current
study. The research-instructor provided a PowerPoint presentation of learning tips for the
students to help them with busy schedules, distractions, lack of interest in or difficulties
understanding their subject matter, and personal life conflicts. The session was concluded with
an activity (see Appendix O), which first asked students to sign a paper that promised they would
make a commitment to not distract their fellow classmates when they are in school. Second, the
students were asked to write one short-term goal from the learning tips that they believed would
help them the most and one long-term goal that they believed would keep them motivated even
when their work was boring. Finally, the research-instructor asked for volunteers to share their
goals with the class.
Session 6. For the final session, the research-instructor introduced the notions of fluid
and fixed intelligence through a PowerPoint presentation that was made suitable for an eighth
grade audience. The idea that one’s intelligence is fluid, malleable and something that can be
improved was emphasized throughout the entire session. The research-instructor explained that
the brain is similar to a muscle, with brain cells that can grow and multiply with practice and
repetition of a certain task or skillset. In regards to the Learn 2 Learn model, it was explained to
students that believing intelligence is fluid and can be improved is related to their motivation to
learn, especially when experiencing feelings of incompetence in certain subjects.
The session concluded with an activity asking the students to imagine they were entering
ninth grade and to think about the advice they would have given to themselves when they were
entering eighth grade. The research-instructor shared with the students the advice he/she would
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have given to him/herself in eighth grade as an example for them to feed off of. The students
were then asked to share their advice with the rest of the class.
Control Treatment Sessions
The control group received six sessions on information regarding college and the process
of applying and transitioning to college. The first session discussed earnings and unemployment
rates based on educational attainment in order to solidify the importance of a bachelor’s degree
in today’s society. The session was concluded with a conversation regarding the social aspects of
college, including what living with roommates entails, the cultural experiences you can have, and
the diversity of various campuses.
The second session covered the differences between public, private, and community
colleges and universities. Participants were informed of the differences in student enrollment
numbers and shown various campus maps to observe the range of campus sizes they could
choose from. Finally, the research-instructor addressed the process of selecting a location for
your college or university in relation to your family or the part of the country you would like to
be in.
In the third session, the research-instructor addressed the cost breakdown of a typical
college and the different ways to afford tuition, such as financial aid and academic and athletic
scholarships. Additionally, the experience of a college visit was described and the researchinstructor mentioned his/her college visits and what the process entails.
The fourth session was a spin off of the game “MASH” and was catered to subject matter
pertaining to college and university life. The fifth session first focused on extracurricular
activities that are available at most colleges and then focused on the application process. The
students were provided with advice in regards to the interview process, the college essay, and the
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activities they should participate in to build their transcript. The final session included a tour of a
college campus with the research-instructor.
Results
Correlations among measures
Correlations were examined among Jr. MAI scores, MC5 scores, Qual-MC5 scores, and
Quarterly Grades (see Table 2). As predicted, the Qual-MC5 was significantly positively
correlated with the Jr. MAI and the MC5 at pre- and post-testing, p ≤ .01, showing that this
newly developed measure was reliable. Similarly, the Qual-MC5 was significantly positively
correlated with quarterly grades at pre- and post-testing, p ≤ .01. The MC5 and Qual-MC5
predict grades equally well and both self-developed measures predicted grades better than the Jr.
MAI did.
Metacognition 5 (MC5)
Descriptive statistics for the intervention and control groups on the MC5 pre- and posttest are presented in Table 3. I conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with Condition as the
between subjects factor and Time as the repeated measure. There were no initial condition
differences on MC5 scores at pre-testing. There was no significant main effect of condition F (1,
104) = .43, p = .51 and no effect of time F (1, 104) = .44, p = .51. As expected, there was a
significant condition by time interaction F (1, 104) = 5.35, p = .023 (see Figure 1). Therefore, the
repeated-measures ANOVA revealed that the intervention had a significant effect in increasing
metacognitive abilities in the experimental condition.
Qualitative Metacognition 5 (Qual-MC5)
Descriptive statistics for the intervention and control groups on the Qual-MC5 pre- and
post- test are presented in Table 4. I conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with Condition as
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the between subjects factor and Time as the repeated measure. There were initial condition
differences on the Qual-MC5 scores at pre-testing, with the control condition scoring higher than
the experimental condition. There was no significant main effect of condition F (1, 94) = 2.90, p
= .09. There was no significant main effect of time F (1, 94) = 1.60, p = .21, and a marginally
significant condition by time interaction F (1, 94) = 3.16, p = .079 (see Figure 2). Therefore, the
repeated-measures ANOVA revealed that the intervention had a significant effect in increasing
the experimental conditions’ metacognitive abilities.
Descriptive statistics for the individual Qual-MC5 items are reported in Table 5. I
conducted a repeated-measures MANOVA with Condition as the between subjects factor, Time
as a repeated measure, and Qualitative Item as another repeated-measures factor. There was a
significant main effect of item F (9, 702) = 39.30, p ≤ .001, partial eta2 = .335 (see Table 5). The
individual items measuring “Assess the Task,” “Apply Strategies and Monitor Performance,”
and “Reflect and Adjust” showed the highest metacognitive scores, whereas the items measuring
“Planning” and “Evaluating Strengths and Weaknesses” showed the lowest scores. There was no
significant condition by item interaction F (9, 702) = .73, p = .68 and no significant item by time
and condition interaction F (9, 702) = .40, p = .94. As expected, there was a significant condition
by time interaction F (1, 78) = 7.11, p = .009 and a significant time by item interaction F (9, 702)
= 2.20, p = .02. Therefore, the repeated-measures MANOVA showed the intervention still had a
significant effect in increasing the experimental condition’s metacognitive abilities when broken
down by individual item.
Performance Measures: Quarter Grades
Descriptive statistics for the first, second, and third quarter grades are shown in Table 6. I
conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with Condition as the between subjects factor and Time
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as the repeated measure. There was no significant main effect of condition F (1, 108) = .21, p =
.65, and no significant condition by time interaction F (2, 216) = 1.58, p = .21. There was,
however, a main effect of time F (2, 216) = 24.51, p ≤ .001 (see Figure 3). Therefore, the
repeated-measures ANOVA revealed that grades in both conditions declined from first to third
quarter. Contrary to my hypothesis, this finding reveals that the intervention did not lead to an
increase in grades for the experimental condition.
Discussion
Self-regulated learning interventions have been found to improve metacognitive abilities
and academic performance among students (Dignath & Büttner, 2008). The current study found
the self-regulated learning intervention implemented with eighth grade social studies students
successfully improved their metacognitive abilities, but did not show a positive effect on shortterm academic performance. Additionally, the current study was able to validate a new
qualitative measure of metacognition and positively correlate this measure to academic
performance.
Improvement in Metacognitive Abilities
As predicted, the intervention led to an increase in metacognitive abilities for students in the
experimental condition, as measured by, the Qualitative MC5. There are several reasons why the
intervention in the current study was successful in changing students’ self reported
metacognition, whereas in previous years it was not. First, significant modification was made to
the interventions designed by Brady (2012) and Howe (2013). Self-regulated learning theory
highlights the importance of teaching learning strategies in a cyclical manner (Cleary &
Zimmerman, 2004). Howe’s (2013) intervention addressed all five learning strategies within the
Ambrose et al. (2010) model, but taught each strategy independently and in separate sessions.
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The current intervention incorporated the entire model into every session and explicitly applied
all five steps of the cycle to the activities completed throughout the sessions. Similarly, research
clearly states how critical self-reflection and feedback are to ensure the success of self-regulated
learning interventions through the use of activities such as group work and cognitive discussions
(Belfiore & Hornyak, 1998; Paris & Winograd, 1999; Dignath & Büttner, 2008; Paris & Paris,
2001). Throughout the current intervention, students were given feedback on all assignments,
either from their peers or the research-instructor. Additionally, the research-instructor
consistently engaged the students in reflective class discussions after the completion of an
activity in order to encourage the students to adjust their strategies for the next session.
Consistent with studies recommending a researcher conduct the intervention rather than the
classroom teacher (Dignath & Büttner, 2008), the current intervention was taught by student
research-instructors opposed to the eighth grade social studies teachers. Thus, the researchinstructors may have held more credibility with the eighth grade students due in part to their
proximity in age. Additionally, the research-instructors had extensive knowledge of the subject
matter taught, in comparison to the classroom teachers, which then assured high fidelity in the
delivery of the metacognitive curriculum.
The current study changed the subject matter of the curriculum for the control condition from
American Presidents (Howe, 2013) to information about the college admission process. This
revision was made because the sessions on American Presidents were embedded into the
curriculum of the social studies classrooms. Therefore, the control sessions were potentially
leading to an increase in the academic performance of the students in that condition because both
the control and experimental groups took quizzes and wrote papers on the Presidents for grades
in their social studies class.
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Qualitative Measure (Qual-MC5)
Consistent with my hypothesis, the Qual-MC5 was positively correlated with both
quantitative measures of metacognition (Jr. MAI and MC5) and was a positive predictor of
quarterly grades. This suggests that the Qual-MC5 was a reliable measure of metacognition and
was able to assess the five-steps of the Ambrose et al. (2010) model. This finding contrasts with
past research by Brady (2012) and Howe (2013), which did not find a correlation between
metacognition and grades. Thus, the Qual-MC5 was able to link metacognitive abilities with
academic performance (i.e., students with higher metacognition had higher course grades).
Through the analysis of the individual items on the Qual-MC5, it was found that students
showed more improvement on certain aspects of metacognition than on other aspects. The items
associated with “Assessing the Task” and “Reflect and Adjust” showed the greatest
improvement, compared to “Planning,” which showed the lowest improvement. The discrepancy
between items could be attributed to two circumstances. First, it may be that the two social
studies teachers plan tasks and assignments so well for the students that there is then little need
for the students to plan on their own. Second, students may have misunderstood wording of the
questions aimed to assess students’ ability to plan. For example, the first part of the fifth
qualitative item assessing “Planning” asked:
When you have an assignment in this class, do you (check one):

o
o

Write down a plan of how you are going to complete it before you start
Immediately begin working
a. Explain Why:

A number of students indicated they immediately begin working, which would have
counted as a poor indicator of planning. In their explanations, however, many students wrote
responses such as, “I immediately begin working on a rough draft of the report and from there on
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I make corrections and write the final” or “I immediately begin working because it gives me
more time to start and make changes.” These responses demonstrate that the students are
planning ahead of time to be able to write multiple drafts and to revise their work, but because
they are not actively “writing down a plan” they receive lower scores on their responses.
Quarterly Grades
Contrary to my hypothesis, the intervention did not produce an effect on course grades at
the third quarter. This is not entirely surprising since students’ quarterly grades produce a
substantial drop from first to third quarter every year because the first quarter is spent reviewing
old material, whereas the third quarter is entirely new material. As a positive indicator, the
current study was able to show a slight halt in the decline of grades for the intervention group
from the first to third quarter, even though it did not produce a significant finding. By the fourth
quarter, student grades tend to show an increase again after the students have adjusted to the shift
from review to new information. Therefore, an analysis of fourth quarter grades (which is
beyond the scope of this study) may show that the intervention does have an effect on long-term
academic performance.
The difficulty in producing significant effects on academic performance could be due to
the multiple factors that go into a marking period grade. Quarterly grades are comprised of
assignments such as, homework, quizzes, group projects, and exams. Metacognitive abilities may
be more important for group project assignments where students need to work together, plan
meetings, and evaluate their strengths and weaknesses in order to properly divide up the work,
whereas a quiz on the abbreviations of the 50 states would involve mostly rote memorization and
less metacognitive ability.
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Limitations
Prior to beginning the intervention, research-instructors had limited interaction with the
students in the social studies classrooms. Throughout the current study, the rapport established
with the students was the same in both the experimental and control conditions. In order for
learning strategies to be maintained over time, metacognitive instruction must be catered to the
individual learning needs of the students (Harvey, 2002). Therefore, the effects of the
intervention could be strengthened with the development of stronger relationships between the
research-instructors and the students, especially since the research shows that researchers are
best suited to implement the metacognitive interventions.
The current study expanded research conducted in previous years (Brady, 2012; Howe,
2013; Naratil, 2013) to include two eighth grade social studies teachers at the same middle
school. For this study to be generalized, it is necessary to expand the current study to eighth
grade social studies classrooms at a variety of middle schools. Additionally, the intervention is
currently embedded in a social studies curriculum and would need to undergo slight adjustments
in order to be generalizable to every subject matter in the eighth grade curriculum, not
exclusively social studies courses. Finally, working with two teachers presented difficulty in
attaining finer grained measures of academic performance due to the discrepancies between their
assignments. Anselmi, Reuman, Howe, Brady, and Avery (2013) found long-term group projects
to exhibit higher levels of self-regulated learning, indicating that metacognition might be more
applicable to certain tasks than others. Therefore, future research should take into consideration
developing micro measures of academic performance that can be used for comparability
purposes across teachers and classrooms.
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Future Research
Findings from the current study suggest that future research should focus on replicating
and analyzing the characteristics of an effective metacognitive intervention in eighth grade social
studies classrooms (i.e., group work, cognitive discussion, feedback, reflection). Additionally,
schools should implement explicit instruction of self-regulated learning, specifically
metacognitive strategies, as part of their curricula in order to enhance their students’ academic
performance.
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Tables
Table 1.
Distribution of 8th grade sections across conditions and research-instructors
Teacher A
Teacher B
Section
Condition
RI
Condition

RI

A

Experimental

1

-

-

B

Experimental

1

-

-

C

Control

2

-

-

D

-

-

Control

3

E

Control

3

Experimental

2

Note. RI = Research-instructor.
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Table 2.
Correlations among all Measures
Measures

1

2

3

4

5

6

Pre-Testing
1. MC5
2. Qual-MC5

.49

3. Jr.MAI

.76

.34

4. MC5

.75

.33

.66

5. Qual-MC5

.41

.40

.25

.42

6. Jr.MAI

.59

.23

.64

.72

.31

Q1

.39

.45

.24

.42

.42

.27

Q2

.35

.33

.20

.44

.36

.25

Q3

.30

.37

.12

.34

.31

.12

Post-Testing

Quarterly Grades

Note. MC5 = Metacognition 5; Qual-MC5 = Qualitative Metacognition 5; Jr. MAI = Junior Metacognitive
Awareness Inventory; Q = Quarter Marking Period. N’s range from 78 to 126. Critical values of r at α = .05 and
.01 are .196 and .232 respectively.
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Table 3.
Effects of Time and Condition on Overall MC5 Scale
M
Time
Condition

SD

Pre-Treatment

Post-Treatment

Experimental

3.58

.51

Control

3.60

.52

Experimental

3.68

.46

Control

3.54

.52

Note. N = 53 for Experimental Group and N = 53 for Control Group
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Table 4.
Descriptive Statistics for Qual-MC5
Time

Condition

M

SD

Pre-Treatment

Experimental

15.33

4.81

Control

17.45

3.07

Experimental

16.74

5.54

Control

17.21

3.86

Post-Treatment

Note. N = 44 for Experimental Group and N = 52 for Control Group
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Table 5.
Descriptive Statistics for Individual Items in the Qual-MC5
Item

M

SE

AT1

2.28

0.05

AT2

1.80

0.06

ESW1

1.52

0.05

ESW2

1.59

0.05

P1

1.51

0.06

P2

1.44

0.07

P3

1.62

0.06

ASMP1

1.86

0.05

ASMP2

2.01

0.03

RA1

2.19

0.06

Note. AT1 = Assess the Task Question 1; AT2 = Assess the Task Question 2; ESW1 = Evaluate
Strengths and Weaknesses Question 3; ESW2 = Evaluate Strengths and Weaknesses Question 4;
P1 = Planning Question 5 Part 1; P2 = Planning Question 5 Part 2; P3 = Planning Question 6;
ASMP1 = Apply Strategies and Monitor Performance Question 7; ASMP2 = Apply Strategies
and Monitor Performance Question 8; RA1 = Reflect and Adjust Question 9. N = 80.
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Table 6.
Effects of Time and Condition on Quarterly Grades
Time

Condition

M

SD

Quarter 1

Experimental

83.10

12.56

Control

83.59

12.08

Experimental

82.19

11.18

Control

81.36

11.76

Experimental

78.79

12.92

Control

76.22

13.45

Quarter 2

Quarter 3

Note. N = 52 for Experimental Group and N = 58 for Control Group
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Figures
Figure 1. MC5 Means at Pre- and Post-Test
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Figure 2. Qual-MC5 Means at Pre- and Post-Test
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Figure 3. Quarter Grades for The Experimental and Control Groups
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Appendix A

HARTFORD MAGNET TRINITY COLLEGE ACADEMY
at The Learning Corridor
Sally A. Biggs, Principal
Stacy Chambers, Resident Principal
Sheldon Neal, Assistant Principal
Gwyndolyn Adams, Assistant Principal

Dear Parent/Guardian,
As part of the Learning Corridor partnership and our relationship with Trinity College we have
been invited to participate in the piloting of a research project. The students in Ms. Avery’s class will be
learning about strategies that may help improve acad
academic motivation. The study, Self-Regulated
Regulated
Learning- Metacognition & Achievement in Middle School, is designed to measure students’ motivational
beliefs and ways in which students self
self-regulate their learning.
During the 2nd Marking Period students will answer questions about their learning styles, learn
effective study skills, and engage in small group activities to stimulate learning. We anticipate the project
will take approximately 4-55 hours (20
(20-30 minute sessions) spread out over the duration of one marking
period. Trinity Professors, Dina Anselmi and David Reuman, will be overseeing the project and the
classroom activities will be conducted by Trinity students with the direct supervision of Ms. Avery.
If you have any questions
estions or concerns regarding this exciting opportunity, please feel free to
contact Ms. Avery (860-695-7226)
7226) and/or Mrs. Biggs (860
(860-695-7201).
7201). We look forward to sharing our
research results in the spring. Please sign this consent form indicating you have read this letter & agree to
have your child participate in this study.
Sincerely, Ms. Avery
Title of Project:

Self-Regulated
Regulated Learning: Metacognition & Achievement in Middle School

Principal Investigators:

Dina Anselmi, Ph.D. (860) 297
297-2236 or Dina.Anselmi@trincoll.edu
Department of Psychology, Trinity College, Hartford, CT 06106
David Reuman, Ph.D. (860) 297
297-2341 or David.Reuman@trincoll.edu
Department of Psychology, Trinity College, Hartford, CT 06106
Deb Avery davery@hartfordschools.org
Hartford Magnet Middle School, Hartford, CT 06106

I acknowledge that I have received and read a letter explaini
explaining the study of Self-Regulated
Regulated Learning:
Metacognition & Achievement in Middle School. I understand that there are no known risks to
participants in the study, that my 8th grade child is free to withdraw from participation at any time, and
that any questions
ons that I may have about the study will be answered fully by the principal investigators.
I grant permission for my 8th grade son / daughter to participate.
I do not grant permission for my child to participate.
Print Your 8th grade Son’s / Daughter’s Name

Print Your Name

Your Son’s / Daughter’s Signature

Your Signature

Running head: SELF-REGULATED LEARNING INTERVENTION

52

at The Learning Corridor
Sally A. Biggs, Principal
Sheldon Neal, Assistant Principal
Gwyndolyn Adams, Assistant Principal
MariAnne Lalama

CONSENT FORM
Please return this form to Ms. Avery/Ms. Lanza
Title of Project:

Self-Regulated Learning: Metacognition & Achievement in Middle School

Principal Investigators:

Dina Anselmi, Ph.D.
(860) 297-2236 or Dina.Anselmi@trincoll.edu
Department of Psychology, Trinity College, Hartford, CT 06106
David Reuman, Ph.D.
(860) 297-2341 or David.Reuman@trincoll.edu
Department of Psychology, Trinity College, Hartford, CT 06106
Ms. Avery
averd001@hartfordschools.org
Hartford Magnet Trinity College Academy, Hartford, CT 06106
Ms. Lanza
Lanzs001@hartfordschools.org
Hartford Magnet Trinity College Academy, Hartford, CT 06106

I acknowledge that I have received and read a letter explaining the study Self-Regulated Learning:
Metacognition & Achievement in Middle School. I understand that there are no known risks to
participants in the study, that my 8th grade child is free to withdraw from participation at any time, and
that any questions that I may have about the study will be answered fully by the principal investigators.
I grant permission for my 8th grade son / daughter to participate.
I do not grant permission for my child to participate.

Print Your 8th grade Son’s / Daughter’s Name

Print Your Name

Your Son’s / Daughter’s Signature

Your Signature

Date
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1. What is your birth date?
Month _______________ Day ______ Year _________
2. What is your sex:

□ Female □ Male

3. Which of the following groups best describes you?
(You may check more than one group, if appropriate)
□

Asian or Pacific Islander

□

Hispanic, regardless of race

□

Black / African-American, not of Hispanic origin

□

White / Caucasian, not of Hispanic origin

□

American Indian or Alaskan Native

4. In what city or town do you live?
__________________________________________

53
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Appendix C
Instructions: We are interested in what you, as a learner, do when you
study for your history class. Please read the following sentences
and choose the answer that relates to you and the way you are when
you're doing schoolwork or homework. Please
Please answer as honestly as
possible.
1. I know when I understand something.
1
2
3
Never
Seldom
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

2. I can make myself learn when I need to.
1
2
3
Never
Seldom
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

3. I try to use ways of studying that have worked for me before.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
4. I know what the teacher expects me to learn.
1
2
3
4
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often

5
Always

5. I learn best when I already know something about the topic.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
6. I draw pictures or diagrams to help me understand while
learning.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
7. When I am done with my school work, I ask myself if I learned what
I wanted to learn.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
8. I think of several ways to solve a problem and then choose the
best one.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
9. I think about what I need to learn before I start working.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
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10. I ask myself how well I am doing while I am learning something
new.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
11. I really pay attention to important information.
1
2
3
4
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often

5
Always

12. I learn more when I am interested in the topic.
1
2
3
4
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often

5
Always

13. I use my learning strengths to make up for my weaknesses.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
14. I use different learning strategies depending on the task.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
15. I occasionally check to make sure I'll get my work done on time.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
16. I sometimes use learning strategies without thinking.
1
2
3
4
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often

5
Always

17. I ask myself if there was an easier way to do things after I finish a
task.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
18. I decide what I need to get done before I start a task.
1
2
3
4
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often

5
Always
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Appendix D
Instructions: We are interested in what you, as a learner, do when you
work on and prepare for assignments or tests as a part of your
history class. Please read the following sentences and choose the
answer that relates to you and the way you are when doing
doing work for
class. Please answer as honestly as possible.
1. When I am given an assignment in this class that asks me to
remember a lot of information, I can tell what works best for me
to remember everything.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
2. After completing a test or assignment in this class, I think about
what went well.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
3. When I have a test coming up, I do most of my studying at the last
minute.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
4. I read directions more than once before I start working on an
assignment.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
5. I use skills – like taking notes, asking myself questions, and
slowing down – when I read for this class.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
6. I know what my strengths are on the work I do in this class.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
7. After I get an assignment back, I try to figure out how I could
improve my work for next time.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
8. When I start an assignment I check that I have all the things I will
need – for example, a textbook, a computer, my notes, or the
assignment itself – to complete the assignment.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
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9. I do not understand the purpose of assignments in this class.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
10. I review my writing for this class before I hand it into the
teacher.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
11. I make an effort to examine my weaknesses on the work I do in
this class.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
12. I change my ways of completing an assignment when I realize
that they are not working.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
13. When I work on a writing assignment, I immediately start writing
without making an outline or a graphic organizer.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
14. I read directions carefully to make sure I understand all the
different parts of an assignment.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
15. I ask my teacher for help.
1
2
3
Never
Seldom
Sometimes

4
Often

5
Always

16. I can tell just how much time it will take me to complete
assignments in this class.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
17. When I get a bad grade in this class, I do not study any
differently for the next assignment.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
18. When my homework requires specific materials, I remember to
bring them home from school.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
19. I understand directions for assignments in this class.
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5
Always

20. When I read for this class I first focus on headings, bold
words, and summaries and then read the material more carefully.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
21. My grades on assignments in this class are different from what
I expect them to be.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
22. After completing a test or assignment in this class, I think
about what did not work well.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
23. When I have an assignment that will be due more than a week in
the future, I start working on it as soon as possible.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
24. I rush through directions to get started on a test as soon as
possible.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
25. I compare my most recent grades in this class to my earlier
grades in order to see if I’m improving.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
26. I know what my weaknesses are on the work I do in this class.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
27. When my teacher returns a test, I try to figure out what I didn’t
understand.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
28. When I have a writing assignment due, I do most of my work at
the last minute.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
29. After I read an assignment, I make sure I know what the main
goal of the assignment is.
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5
Always

30. I use skills – like using flash cards, study guides, and working
with a partner – when I prepare for a test.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
31. I make an effort to examine my strengths on the work I do in this
class.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
32. When I get teacher comments or corrections on a writing
assignment in this class, I don't pay any attention to them.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
33. I make a “to do” list before I start working on an assignment in
this class.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
34. When I have nearly finished an assignment, I read the directions
one last time to make sure I have completed all parts of the
assignment.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
35. I turn in tests for this class without checking my answers.
1
2
3
4
5
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always
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Appendix E
Directions: Please try to answer every question and know that these
answers will not be graded or seen by your teacher. As you answer
these questions please think about them in regards to your history
class. Remember to give lots of examples and that there are no right
or wrong answers.
5. At the beginning of a project for your history class, what would
you do if you did not understand the directions?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________
5. Do you usually make sure you understand the purpose of an
assignment in history class?
Yes No
(circle one)
a. Explain why or why not
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
b. Give specific examples of assignments from History class
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
5. Do you make an effort to think about what you are good at in your
history class?
Yes No
(circle one)
a. Give specific examples of what you are good at
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
5. Do you make an effort to think about what you need to improve on in
your history class?
Yes No
(circle one)
a. Give specific examples of what you need to improve on
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
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5. When you have an assignment in this class, do you (check one):

o

Write down a plan of how you are going to complete it before
you start

o

Immediately begin working
a. Explain Why:
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
b. Do you use any of these when you begin an assignment?

o
o
o
o

Graphic organizers
Outlines
Pillars

Others (please specify)
__________________________________
C. How have these strategies been helpful to you in this class?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________
5. Choose which best describes your style in history class, do you
(check one)

o
o

Leave assignments for the last minute
Begin working on them ahead of time
a. Explain why and give examples:
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________

5. When it comes to your grades in this class, do you (check one)

o
o

Keep track of your grades in this class
Not worry about keeping track of them
a. How often do you talk about your grades or share your work
with your parents?
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________
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5. Which strategies have you used to help yourself in this class?
A. (Check all that apply)

o
o
o
o

Making study guides
Flash cards
Taking notes

Others (please specify)
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________
B. How have these strategies been helpful to you in this class?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________
5.
A. When you get an assignment back in this class that you did not do
well on, or as well as you had wanted to, do you think about what
went wrong?
___________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
B. Do you think about how you could make it better?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________
C. Give examples of when you have approached your work differently
after not doing as well as you would have liked?
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________
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Appendix F
Qualitative Metacognition 5 Coding Criteria
General Coding Outline:
0 – student did not assess the dimension or feature addressed by the question; gave no response;
gave an inappropriate response
1 – partial explanation or superficial analysis, not sufficient to demonstrate metacognitive
processes
2 – relevant/reasonable complete response
3 – complete response with elaboration or a demonstration of multiple strategies
Question 1 (Assess the Task):
0 – No response
1 – Student provides a relevant response, but it does not indicate an initiative to seek any sort of
advice or help to further understand the directions.
Ex. I complain and won’t do the assignment.
2 – Student provides no recognition of a sequence of multiple steps and indicates only one
strategy (note: asking a friend or the teacher is considered to be the same strategy, unless there is
sequencing indicated).
Ex. I would ask the teacher or a friend for help.
Ex. I would ask a parent for help.
3 – Student provides recognition that there are multiple strategies you could use or a reasonable
sequence
Ex. I would re-read the directions and then ask the teacher.
Ex. I would try to plan out the assignment or ask the teacher.
Question 2 (Assess the Task)
0 – No response/inappropriate response/incomplete nonsensical answer
Ex: Yes
A. Because I might not know it so I just
B. Ask teacher
1 – Repetition of question, or superficial answer.
Ex. Yes
A. It is much easier to complete an assignment when you understand it
B. Dec. of Independence, Medal of honor, Preamble
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2 – Complete response with some indication of insight with regards to the question. Examples
given are relevant, but do not provide elaboration.
Ex. Yes
A.Yes, because if I understand the purpose of an assignment I know I am doing the
assignment for a good reason.
B. One example is when she assigned us to write a essay on if Columbas day should be a real
holiday.
Ex. Yes
A.If you do not know how to understand your assignment then how would you be able to do
it.
B. some examples are the essay; I didn't really know how to do it in the beginning.
3 – Parts A and B provide elaboration and insight in regards to the question. Additionally, the
example given in part B is connected to the reasoning in part A.
Ex. Yes
A. Because if I didn't make sure I understood it, how would I do well on it?
B. When we had to do an essay on wether or not war was necessary, I made sure I knew it
was that and not wether or not we thought war was a good practice
Ex. Yes
A. I do usually make sure I understand the purpose of an assignment because I would ask
questions on the assignment
B. Eunice Williams organizer, I asked questions on what to do

Question 3 (Evaluate Strengths and Weaknesses)
0 – No answer/irrelevant answer/incomplete answer
Ex. No
A. Not exactly sure
1 – Response is related to a performance skill (e.g. taking tests, maps, geography) and can also
be responses related to being good at a skill in specific content area that is not a cognitive
learning strategy (writing essay, tests, debates). It would be a 2 if the student indicated being
good at “studying” for tests.
Ex. No
A. I’m not sure, probably taking notes
Ex. Yes
A. I’m good at geography of places and the kinds of settlements they had
2 –Response is related to a learning skill (e.g. studying, taking notes, memorization), rather than
a performance skill. If student says no, but their response is strong in regards to being good at a
specific strategy, then a 2 can be given.
Ex. Yes
A. Taking notes and memorizing facts
Ex. Yes
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A. One example is I’m good at doing/studying for a map quiz; I am really good at that.
3 – Participant justifies why they think they are good at a particular learning skill or explains
why being good at that learning skill makes a difference
Ex. Yes
A. When we were studying for the constitution exam I tested myself to see what I did and did not
know, and this helped me do better on the exam.
Question 4 (Evaluate Strengths and Weaknesses)
0 – No response/inappropriate response
1 – Provide a complete response to the question. The student may not make an effort to think
about what they need to improve on and explains why they do not. Alternatively, the student can
say they make and effort and provide either examples that are related to a performance skill or
completely superficial (e.g. remember to write the date and block).
Ex. No
A. Elaboration
Ex. Yes
A. I ask for help
2 – Student provides a complete response and indicates they make an effort to think about
learning skills they need to improve on. Their examples are relevant, but do not provide
elaboration.
Ex. Yes
A. Studying, effort, homework, classwork
3 –Student makes an effort and their example provides an elaboration that indicates what they
need to improve on and what they do to improve on it.
Ex. Yes
A. I check if I studied in a specific way then fix what didn’t work
Question 5 - 1st part of question and part A (Planning):
0 – Student immediately begins working with no explanation as to why, or no response/irrelevant
response
Ex. Immediately begin working
A. I don’t really know
1 – Student immediately begins working, but provides insight in regards to why they
immediately begin working, opposed to making a plan. Explanation makes it clear that they do
not use the metacognitive strategy of planning.
Ex. Immediately begin working
A. I immediately start working because usually making a plan is a waste of time and I don’t
use it.
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2 – Student writes down a plan and provides an explanation as to why they do this, but the
reasoning is superficial in that it does not indicate a process understanding of why planning is
helpful.
Ex. Write down a plan
A. Because it doesn’t seem as big when I plan it out
3 – Student provides a process understanding of why planning is helpful and necessary when
approaching an assignment.
Ex. Write down a plan
A. Because if I start immediately I might forget something and then have to do it again so I
make a plan so I’ll know what goes in order
Question 5 – Parts B and C (Planning):
0- No response/irrelevant response. Student does not use any strategies when they begin an
assignment and they give an irrelevant reasoning or no reasoning as to how the strategies have
been helpful to them.
1- Student checked one or more strategies, but the explanation simply repeats the words used in
the question or the strategy (ex. because it helps me do my work, graphic organizers because
they keep me organized).
Ex.
B. Graphic organizers, outlines
C. It helps me complete writing assignments
2- Student provides at least one strategy and the explanation as to how it has been helpful gives a
clear understanding of how the strategy should be used to help them on an assignment.
Ex.
B. Graphic organizers
C. I use graphic organizers because they help me find the information I might need for the
assignment
Ex.
B. Others: Small paper drawings (models)
C. They have helped me by giving me a basic idea of what I am going to do
3- Student provides more than one strategy and the explanation provided elaborates on how the
strategies have helped them on their assignments and what the outcome was (ex. they used
graphic organizers because it helped them find the information they needed for the assignment
and this helped them do better on the assignment).
Question 6 (Planning):
0 – no response/irrelevant response
1 – Student either leaves assignment for the last minute or begins working ahead of time, but
his/her reasoning is examples like to “get it done faster so I can do other things” or “I am lazy.”
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Ex. Leave assignment for the last minute
A. Because I have other homework to do
2 – Student’s response indicates an understanding of what types of assignments are best to begin
early and which you can leave until the last minute, or student begins work ahead of time and
indicates a basic understanding of how/why beginning ahead of time is a better learning strategy
than leaving work until the last minute.
Ex. Begin working ahead of time
A. Because it’s just better to do the assignment when you get it instead of doing it at the last
minute. It’s less stressful
3 – Student begins work ahead of time and indicates and understanding of how/why this is a
beneficial learning strategy, but the differentiation from a two is that this student’s explanation
will touch upon the outcome of beginning ahead of time on his/her performance.
Ex. Begin working ahead of time
A. It gave me more time to make sure I am on the right track, which then gave me an
opportunity to get a better grade
Question 7 (Apply Strategies and Monitor Performance):
0 – Incomplete/inappropriate response
1 – Provided complete response to question, even if they do not keep track of their grades, or
indicates keeping track of their grades, but rarely or sporadically sharing them with their parents
(not consistently or regularly)
Ex. Keep track of your grades in this class
A. Every once and a while
Ex. Not worry about keeping track of them
A. Never
2 – Participant keeps track of grades and indicates they share their grades with their parents often
or regularly.
Ex. Keep track of grades
A. Often, maybe every week
3 – Participant keeps track of grades and indicates sharing their grades regularly with their
parents, but elaborates in regards to information they share with their parents. The elaboration
needs to indicate a sense of reflection or attempt at adjustment.
Ex. Keep track of grades
A. I mostly keep track and tell my parents every time I get a really good grade or a really
bad grade
Question 8 (Apply Strategies and Monitor Performance):
0 – Incomplete/blank/inappropriate response
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1 – Strategy listed with no explanation, or an explanation that shows no conceptual or even
superficial understanding of the strategy.
Ex.
A. Taking notes
B. No because I forget to use them
2 – Response with one strategy (or more) and a superficial understanding of the strategies listed.
Part B will most likely be a repetition of the wording used in the question.
Ex.
A. Making study guides, taking notes
B. I will get questions right on a quiz because I studied with notes and study guides
Ex.
A. Taking notes
B. It gives me a quick reference when I am doing work
3 – Conceptual, process understanding of the strategies listed above. More than one strategy
listed with a clear explanation of how the student applies both of them.
Ex.
A. Making study guides, taking notes
B. Having notes is helpful for the process of studying and study guides give me examples of
what will be on the test.
Question 9 (Reflect and Adjust):
0 – incomplete/blank/inappropriate response
1 – Partial or complete response with no elaborations or explanations. Examples in part A of the
question have no elaborations or explanations.
Ex.
A. Yes
B. Yes
C. Preamble
Ex.
A. I just stop trying
B. No
C. I don’t
2.3 (basic 2) – There is a reflection on their work, but the example(s) provided do not indicate a
process understanding of why they reflected or made an adjustment.
Ex.
A. Yes, so I can learn from my mistakes
B. Yes, because it will help me in the future
C. I did poorly on an assignment and re-did it
2.7 (rich 2) – The response shows the student’s ability to reflect on their work and then their
example(s) indicate the ability to reflect and adjust in order to improve for next time.
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Ex.
A. Yes, I try to get feedback from the teacher so I can learn what I did wrong
B. Yes, I do this a lot and try to fix my mistakes for the next time.
C. After getting a low grade on a practice test, I studied really hard and in new ways so I
could do better.
3 – The response shows everything in a rich two; however, the student provides specific
strategies they used to apply the adjustment they indicated making.
Ex.
A. Yes, I think about the things I did wrong and how to improve.
B. Yes, I think about better strategies I could use
C. I got a bad grade on a quiz and instead of using the same strategies the next time; I used
new strategies like starting my studying earlier and making flash cards. I got a better
grade on the next quiz because of this.
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Appendix H

Directions:
1. Each team has been given 18 marshmallows and 30 toothpicks
2. Your team’s goal is to build the tallest tower possible!
3. The tower must be able to stand on its own without any helping hands or
another object (freestanding). This means no holding the tower or leaning it
against another object
4. Each team will be given 10 minutes to build their tower.
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Appendix J

Name: _____________________

Block: ____

LEARN 2 LEARN QUIZ
Directions: Based on the activity we did in class and the steps we discussed with you – try your
best to match the definitions on the right with the correct step on the left. Write the
corresponding letter in the blank next to the step.

____

Planning

a. Putting your plan into action and
then checking your progress to see
how you are doing

____

Assess the Task

b. What makes you want to do
something or not want to do
something

____

Monitor Performance and
Apply Strategies

c. Thinking about what you are good
at and what you struggle with when
doing an assignment

____

Evaluating Strength and
Weaknesses

d. Developing a series of steps to
tackle an assignment before you
start

Reflect and Adjust

e. Knowing what strategies work for
me and if a strategy does not work
for me, trying a different one

Motivation

f. Reading directions and
understanding the goal of an
assignment

____

____
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LEARN 2 LEARN
Winter Booklet

Name: _______________
____________________
Block: ___
Check the activities that you have completed:
o 1. “Thinking about Thinking”
o 2. Jesse’s History Paper
o 3. Alex’s History Paper
o 4. “Stepping in their shoes”

Worth 40% of Total Points
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ACTIVITY #1
THINKING ABOUT THINKING
DIRECTIONS:
Please read the 6 scenes of Peter’s story and answer ALL the questions.
SCENE 1.
Peter crunches up a piece of paper, throws it, and misses the garbage can. The paper
falls to the right.

SCENE 2.
Okay, now I know that I have to adjust my
shot. I’m thinking about it, and maybe I need
to adjust to the left. I think I’d have a better
chance if I threw it underhand, too, because it
would have a higher arc

SCENE 3.
up another sheet of paper, throws it, and it lands just short, hitting the
Peter crunches-up
rim of the can.

SCENE 4.
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It looks like I’m getting closer. I think I’ll
just have to throw it a little harder and
it should go in

SCENE 5. Peter gets another piece of paper, and throws it — bulls-eye!

SCENE 6.
Now, the next time I want to try to
make a basket here, I’ll know to throw
it underhand and aim better!!

QUESTIONS:
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1) What was Peter’s mistake at the beginning?
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______
2) What did he do differently in order to make a basket?
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
______
3) What is the main lesson of the story?
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
______
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ACTIVITY #2
JESSE’S HISTORY PAPER
DIRECTIONS:
Please read Jesse’s story and answer ALL the questions.

Jesse’s history Professor at Trinity started the class announcing that they were
being assigned a paper on the Civil War. Jesse was handed a sheet with directions for
the assignment and its due date, which he quickly skimmed while talking to one of his
friends. The following week he ran into Alex who was in the same History class. Alex
asked Jesse how he was doing with the paper, which he had completely forgotten
about. He then realized that the paper was due in one week.
Swamped with assignments for other classes, Jesse had to start working on the
paper the day before it was due. Since it was a paper that required a lot of work and
research, Jesse had to stay up all night working on it. Doing the research and readings
took up a lot of time so he wasn’t able to write out an outline for the paper, and had to
jump right into the writing. He had a lot of ideas and knew what he wanted to write, but
didn’t know how to organize it. He was able to write just the right number of pages but
was hesitant that he had included everything the professor had asked for. Rushing to
finish it on time, he was unable to proofread it before handing it in for a grade.
QUESTIONS:
1) Did Jesse read directions and understand his assignment? (Circle one)
YES

NO

2) Did Jesse plan well for his paper? (Circle one)
YES

NO

(See next page)
3) Did Jesse check his progress to see how he was doing along the way? (Circle one)
YES

NO
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4) Did Jesse use any sort of strategies to help himself complete the assignment
efficiently?
YES

NO

If yes, explain what strategies he used…
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
____
5) Do you think Jesse should have done anything differently? If yes, explain.
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
____
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
____

Running head: SELF-REGULATED LEARNING INTERVENTION

82

ACTIVITY #3
ALEX’S HISTORY PAPER
DIRECTIONS:
Please read Alex’s story and answer ALL the questions.

Alex’s history Professor at Trinity began class with the announcement that they
were being assigned a paper. Alex was handed directions for the paper from his
Professor and began to read carefully. He read that the paper would be due in 2 weeks
and was on the Civil War. He immediately took out his planner and wrote down when
the paper was due.
After class, Alex went back to his room and began to write out a plan for the next
two weeks. He knew that he had two other papers and another big project to do before
the end of the year and would have to manage his time well. He decided to spend an
hour on the paper every day. He first began by doing research on the subject until he
was ready to make an outline of everything he planned to write about. After making an
outline, he realized his paper was going to be too long and needed to be shortened. He
took out some of the information he believed to be irrelevant and started to write the
paper. He was done two days early, giving him plenty of time to read the paper over for
spelling mistakes before handing it in for a grade.
QUESTIONS:
1) Did Alex read directions and understand his assignment? (Circle one)
YES

NO

2) Did Alex plan well for his paper? (Circle one)
YES

NO

(See next page)
3) Did Alex check his progress to see how he was doing along the way? (Circle one)
YES

NO
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4) Did Alex use any sort of strategies to help himself complete the assignment
efficiently?
YES

NO

If yes, explain what strategies he used…
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
____
5) Do you think Alex should have done anything differently? If yes, explain.
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
____
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
____
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ACTIVITY #4
STEPPING IN THEIR SHOES
DIRECTIONS:
Imagine that you have to write the same paper as Alex and Jesse about the Civil War
for your History class. Please re-read Alex & Jesse’s stories and answer ALL the
following questions.
QUESTIONS:
1) What would you do differently than Alex?
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
____
2) What would you do differently than Jesse?
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
____
3) What would you do similarly to Alex?
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
____
4) What would you do similarly to Jesse?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________
5) Do you think Alex applied (most, if not all) the Learn 2 Learn steps when he was
writing his paper? (Circle one)
YES

NO

If yes, give some examples:
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________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
____
(See next page)

6) Do you think Jesse applied (most, if not all) the Learn 2 Learn steps when he was
writing his paper? (Circle one)
YES

NO

If yes, give some examples:
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
____
7) What are some things that might make it hard to apply the Learn 2 Learn steps to
your schoolwork?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________
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Appendix N

For me, what makes learning the hardest is…
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix O

MY Learn 2 Learn GOALS
I (____________________) will make an effort to not be a
distraction to my classmates, in order to make learning easier for
everyone!

My short-term goal is…
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
________
My long-term goal is…
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
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____________________________________________________
________

